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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Interpretation & Estoppel 

1 . The specification that states that the term "animated" may apply to relatively simple 
movements. Applicant argues that he does not intend that this definition be appUed to the 
claims. Applicant has expressed a willingness to be estopped firom relying on this interpretation 
of the term. While it is not clear exactly how complex a motion would have to be to be 
considered "animated", Examiner will take the word to mean niovement that is not clocklike. 

2. This being said, Examiner must point out that the concept is the same whatever form the 
movement takes. Applicant is simply claiming a slot machine with multiple pointers that point 
to award values. Pointers to values are extremely well known in the art. As the previous 
rejection shows, slot machines that have multiple pointers that point to prize values have been 
used in the art since at least 1897 - one hundred and fourteen years. 

3. As Applicant's claim 2 illustrates, the physical appearance of the pointer is a matter of 
aesthetic design choice. Claim 2 lists seven potential forms for the pointer. Innumerable other 
forms are possible. The form of the pointer and the type of motion made by the pointer is clearly 
a matter of aesthetics that has nothing to do with the function of the device. 

4. Simply put, Applicant's claims are too broad. If Applicant wishes to claim the specific 
mechanical details of a specific type of pointer, then it may be possible for Applicant to 
distinguish over the prior art. But generalized claims to pointers - no matter how simple or 
complex the motion - are not patentably distinct. 
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5. Examiner is aware of the danger of adopting an inflexible position during the course of a 
long prosecution. Therefore, Examiner has consulted the SPE & other primaries in the art. Each 
reached the same conclusion - the aesthetic form of the pointer is a matter of design choice. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-16, 20 & 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fey 
(Slot Machines, A Pictorial History of the First 100 Years). 

Claim 1: Fey teaches the Reliance. The reliance has at least one housing and at least 
one display area located on the housing (i.e., the face of the machine). Around the. 
perimeter of the display are a plurality of prize displays displaying game related indicia 
disposed on the display area. There is at least one animated figure (i.e., the hands make 
up an animated figure) coupled to the housing. The animated figure have a first animated 
element (one hand) that is part of, or operatively coupled to, the animated figure. The 
first animated element is moveable between at least two positions. In at least one 
position, the first animated element indicates at least one of the plurality of prize 
Displays. There is a second animated element (i.e., a second hand), which is part of, or 
operatively coupled to the animated figure. The second animated element is movable 
between at least two positions. 
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The Reliance has a clock face and simple clock-like movement. As noted above, 
the selection of the form and movement of the pointers is a matter of aesthetic design 
choice that has no effect whatsoever on the game play or the function of the machine. It 
is well known to adopt a particular theme for the entertainment of the player. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
modified the Reliance to have the pointer's appearance and movement correspond to a 
theme chosen by the designer. 

Claim 3: The game related indicia displayed by the prize display indicated by the first 
animated element comprises a monetary award or its equivalent. 

Claim 2: Fey's Reliance teaches the invention substantially as claimed, but fails to teach 
that the animated figure comprises a representation of all or part of an animal, a bird, a 
human, a human-like figure, a boat, an automobile, or a train car. Clearly, on its face, the 
claim indicates that the animated figure may assume any form chosen by the designer. 
The form of the animated figure is clearly a matter of aesthetic design choice and does 
not distinguish over the prior art. 

Claims 4 & 8: Fey teaches the invention substantially as claimed, but fails to teach that 
the game related indicia displayed by the prize display indicated by the second animated 
element comprises a multiplier. Multipliers are notoriously well known to the art. 
Multipliers are known to attract players. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified Fey's Reliance to have the 
second animated element point to a multiplier in order to attract players. 
Claim 5: At least one position the second animated element indicates a prize display. 
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Claim 6: The prize display indicated by the second animated element comprises game 
related indicia. 

Claim 7: The prize display indicated by the first animated element indicates different 
game related indicia than the prize display indicated by the second animated element (i.e., 
they may point to different game related indicia). 

Claim 9: Fey's ReHance teaches a first actuator located in the housing and coupled to 
the first animated element (something must spin the hands). Fey does not teach a 
controller located in the housing determining a game outcome, and in communication 
with the first actuator, wherein the first actuator moves the first animated element in 
response to a signal sent by the controller. Fey teaches that modem slot machines make 
use of controllers (i.e., computers) to determine the outcome of the game and to control 
movement of the game's elements. This allows game operators to have much greater 
control over the game. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have modified Fey's Reliance to use a controller located in 
the housing determining a game outcome, and in communication with the first actuator, 
wherein the first actuator moves the first animated element in response to a signal sent by 
the controller in order to update the game to use modem technology that allows game 
operators to have much greater control over the game. 

Claims 10 & 12: The Reliance teaches the invention substantially as claimed, but fails to 
teach that the first & second actuators are stepper motors. Stepper motors have replaced 
the mechanical contrivances used in the early days of the slot machine industry. Stepper 
motors can be controlled by microprocessors. This allows game operators to have much 
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greater control over the game. Furthermore, stepper motors are much more reliable than 
the devices used in the Reliance's day. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the Reliance to have the 
actuators be stepper motors in order to take advantage of their reliability and the ability to 
be controlled by microprocessors. 

Claim 11: The Reliance teaches that the first animated element is in communication 
with the second animated element, whereby actuation of the first animated element by the 
first actuator actuates the second animated element. Both hands spin at the same time. 
Claim 13: The Reliance's hands move independently of each other - the location of one 
hand is not controlled by the location of the other. 

Claims 14 & 15: The animated figure represents a single object that comprises a 
plurality of objects. The figure can be considered the combination of hands. 
Claim 16: The second animated element may comprise the animated figure. Each hand 
is an animated figure since each hand moves. 

Claim 20: The Reliance's first animated element is animated for a time period having a 
duration, wherein at least a portion of the plurality of prize displays comprise game 
related indicia having a value, whereby the value of the game related indicia is correlated 
to the duration of the time period. The reliance spins the pointers for a certain amount of 
time. The length of time the pointers spin determines where they stop. The position of 
the hands where they stop determines the prize value. Therefore, the prize value is 
correlated with the duration of spin. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/757,6 1 3 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3714 

Claim 21: The Reliance has a player input device in communication with the controller, 
the player input device allowing a player to provide player input, the first animated 
element being moved proximate a prize display according to the player input. 
Claim 22: Indicia are displayed on the prize display selected by the player after the 
player has entered the player input. By choosing the gaming machine to play, the player 
selects the prize display. The indicia are displayed on the prize display both before and 
after the player input. 

8. Claims 17 & 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fey as 
applied to claim 1 above, and fiirther in view of Nordman (US Patent Number 6,712,694). 

Claim 17: The Reliance teaches the invention substantially as claimed, but fails to teach 
that at least one of the prize displays coniprises a plurality of rotatable sections, each 
section comprising at least one indicia. Nordman teaches a device that has a pointer (80) 
like the Reliance that points to prize displays comprises a plurality of rotatable sections, 
each section comprising at least one indicia. (Fig 4) Further, Nordman teaches that the 
pointer and the prize display may be arranged to resemble a clock. (Col 8, 36-45) 
Nordman teaches that this arrangement provides a fim and exciting mechanical display. 
(Col 1, 58-64) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have modified the Reliance in view of Nordman to have at least one of 
the prize displays comprise a plurality of rotatable sections, each section comprising at 
least one indicia in order to provides a fim and exciting mechanical display. 
Claim 18: Nordman's Fig 5 shows the first animated element indicating a pay line 
comprising indicia on one or more rotatable sections. 
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A lhmible Subject Matter 

0. Claiiii 1 9 is obrjecied (o as being dependent upon a rejected base olaini, but would he 
allowable if re wriiteji in i ndependeni form incl ucfog al 1 of tlie timitatioiifs (SF the ba^e claim arid 
any in;t;erve{ung claiivis. ■ ■ \ 

10. The foUovving is an exaininer\s statement of toasons for allovvance: A thorough search of'ihe 
prior art fiii is to disclose any reference or references, which, taken, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest, in combinatioji with the qther limitations, ijie value ot tiie game related indicia is 
correlaied to the moveiBeni: rare of tie first animated elenieni. ; 

1 1 . While the prior art teaches the ability to change the speed of stepper motors, it does not teach 
correlating the speed of the stepper inotors with the value of the prize. 

Conciksion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner shoiild be directed to Corbetr B: Cotani; \vhose telephone niirnbcr i^ (571) 272-4447. 
Tte examiner can Jtonually be reached on :8o:30, Monday-Friday, alternate Fridays off : 

If aiteiB^^ reach the examiner by i©:l|phoneare vmsuceessfkL the cxaniiia^f's 
supervisor, Robert Olsze wski can be reached oh (571 ) 272-6788. The fax phone num Iter for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 
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Infonnation regarding the status of an application may be obiaiiied ixom the {^atent 
Application {nfbroKuion Retrieval (PAIR) system.. Status mformation for published applicaiioQs 
may be obtained from ehlicj- Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status infontiation for unpublished 
applications is available through Private FAIR only. For more inlbrmation about the PAIR 
system, see hitp:/7pair-direct.uspio.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecironic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
Hke assistance frojn a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 80()"786~91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 1000. 

Corbett B. Cobum 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 37 14 



